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ABSTRACT
The Effects of Explicitly Teaching Summarization Skills on the Reading Comprehension
of Students with Specific Learning Disabilities
by
Sherri Lay, Master of Education
Utah State University
Major Professor: Karen Hager Martinez, Ph.D.
Department: Special Education
Students with reading disabilities, as defined by the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act, struggle with the reading comprehension skills and strategies needed to
understand what they are reading. This project examined the effects of explicit instruction
in summarization on reading comprehension skills of students with a Specific Learning
Disability. Participants included two 7th grade students and one 8th grade student who
received specialized instruction in reading comprehension. Participants received explicit
instruction in 40 min sessions, delivered by the researcher. Instruction taught participants
how to use the Generating Interactions Between Schemata and Text reading strategy to
create a summarization of their reading. The result of this study were inconclusive.
Participants demonstrated small amounts of growth in their summarizing skills, but the
growth could not be adequately attributed to the introduction of the GIST strategy.
(73 pages)
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PUBLIC ABSTRACT
The Effects of Explicitly Teaching Summarization Skills on the
Reading Comprehension of Students with Specific Learning Disabilities
Sherri Lay
Students with reading disabilities struggle with comprehending what they are
reading and the necessary strategies to help them understand what they read.
Summarizing what was read is a proven strategy for improving reading comprehension.
This project examined one strategy for writing summaries called Generating Interactions
between Schemata and Text or GIST. Participants included two 7th grade students and
one 8th grade student who were in Special Education classroom for reading services. The
results of this study were inconclusive. Participants showed growth in their summarizing
skills, but the growth could not be adequately attributed to the GIST strategy.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
According to the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) the
average reading score of 8th grade students was higher in the US in 2017 compared to
2015 (NAEP, 2017). However, while the average reading score was higher in 2017, only
36% of 8th grade students were at or above proficient reading achievement levels.
Students identified with a specific learning disability averaged at or above 10% proficient
in 2017, an increase of 2% from 2015 (NAEP, 2017). This not an adequate improvement
in reading scores.
In the 1990’s and early 2000’s, America entered a sprint to assist readers in
kindergarten to 3rd grade with the belief that quality reading instruction and early literacy
intervention could mitigate the effects of reading difficulties. It was assumed that a focus
on achievement in print skills would lead to proficient vocabulary and comprehension
skills (Abadiano & Turner, 2003). However, readers need to learn and practice a set of
complex reading, writing, and language skills to handle the increasingly sophisticated
text they encounter (Abadiano & Turner, 2003). Formal reading instruction as an explicit
part of curriculum decreases as students enter secondary school settings. Instead of
decreasing reading instruction, secondary students (especially at-risk readers) should
receive more reading instruction to support the high demands of content area reading
tasks (Kamil et al., 2008). Students who struggle to read will have difficulty mastering
their content-area coursework at the secondary level. Test score data and research
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confirm that many secondary students need to improve their reading comprehension
skills before they can fully access content-area instruction (Kamil et al., 2008).
In 1999, the Office of Education Research and Improvement of the U.S.
Department of Education instructed the RAND Reading Study Group (RRSG) to create a
research agenda to address the most-pressing issues in literacy. The RRSG focused its
research on reading comprehension for several reasons, including but not limited to:
•

High school graduates facing an increasing need to comprehend complex text.

•

Unacceptable gaps being encountered in reading performance between students in
different demographic groups.

•

Students in the U.S. continuing to perform poorly compared to students in other
countries as they enter a secondary setting, where content and informational
learning is essential (Abadiano & Turner, 2003).

Reading Comprehension
There are many definitions of reading comprehension in the literature. Pardo (2004)
defined reading comprehension as “a process in which readers construct meaning by
interacting with text through the combination of prior knowledge and previous
experience, information in the text, and the stance the reader takes in relationship to the
text” (p. 272). Snow (2002) suggested that a formal definition might appear unnecessary
because it is a term so widely used and expected to be understood. However, teachers
may think reading comprehension is what students are taught to do in reading instruction.
Taxpayers and employers may think reading comprehension is a skill high school
graduates should have learned during their school years. University faculty view reading
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comprehension as a prerequisite to success. Snow (2002) defined comprehension as, “the
process of simultaneously extracting and constructing meaning through interaction and
involvement with written language” (p. 11).
Although comprehension is clearly the goal of reading not all students readily
learn or apply comprehension skills/strategies. Snow (2002) suggests that improving
reading skills for students, not only those failing to become proficient readers, but all
students should be the focus for future literacy research agendas. Abadiano and Turner
(2003) also emphasize the need for research in reading comprehension in the later grades
by stating that there is evidence that struggling readers need more support as they
advance in grades. Unfortunately, the research focus has been on early literacy, which
leaves students beyond fourth grade neglected (Abadiano & Turner, 2003). One of the
most frustrating problems facing secondary school teachers is that many students come
into their classroom without the knowledge, skills, or stamina to comprehend materials
placed in front of them (Snow, 2002).
Explicit/Direct Instruction
Direct and explicit teaching involves a teacher modeling and giving explanations of the
specific strategy students are learning, providing guided practice and feedback on the use
of the strategy, and encouraging students to independently apply the strategy. To ensure
success in using the strategy, explicit instruction includes providing enough support, or
scaffolding (Kamil et al., 2008).
Direct and explicit instruction in teaching a comprehension strategy involves a
series of steps. The steps include:
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•

Explain and model the strategy – includes defining each strategy for students and
showing them how to use the strategy when reading a text.

•

Use the strategy in guided practice – the teacher and students work together to
apply the strategy to text they are reading.

•

Use the strategy in independent practice – this occurs once the teacher is sure that
students can use the strategy on their own. Students independently practice the
strategy with new text (Kamil et al., 2008).
There are many research-based comprehension strategies to explicitly teach to

students. These strategies include, but are not limited to, summarizing, asking, and
answering questions, paraphrasing, and finding the main idea (Kamil et al., 2008).
According to Snow (2002), many students who read at grade level in 3rd grade will not
automatically become proficient comprehenders in later grades. As a result, teachers must
teach comprehension explicitly, beginning in elementary and continuing through high
school.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
While researching summarizing strategies and reading comprehension, I used
Education Source and ERIC via EBSCO Host to look for relevant literature. I began by
searching with the keywords “reading comprehension,” and filtered results to scholarly,
peer-reviewed articles and journals. I limited my search to anything published after 1990
to find recent literature. I got over 6,000 hits on EBSCO host. To further narrow the
search, I used the keywords “secondary education” and “reading comprehension”, which
narrowed the literature to only 480 hits. Adding the keyword “strategies” to my search, it
narrowed the results even further to 176. While filtering the 176 hits by reading abstracts,
I focused on articles that dealt with reading comprehension in secondary settings with
English as the primary language. I eliminated literature that focused on using technology,
such as iPads, to read a text. I was also looking for articles with a focus on teaching
strategies. I found only one that addressed summarizing or paraphrasing with secondary
students.
I subsequently looked at the references section of the National Reading Panel
Report (National Reading Panel, 2000) and searched for articles that addressed
summarizing strategies in the high elementary and secondary setting, which lead me to
the Bean and Steenwhyk (1984) article. After reading the Bean and Steenwhyk article, I
returned to ERIC via EBSCO host to look for literature on the Generating Interactions
between Schemata and Text (GIST) strategy, which led me to the Braxton and Dreher
(2009) article. The previously mentioned articles referenced the research of Cunningham,
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who originally developed the GIST strategy, so I located Cunningham’s published article
from the Utah State University Library.
National Reading Panel
In 1997, the director of the National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development, along with the Secretary of Education was tasked by Congress to create a
national panel to grade the effectiveness of various approaches to teaching children to
read. The National Reading Panel (NRP) was formed and was charged to conduct this
research. Following regional hearings, the NRP considered, discussed, and debated
dozens of possible topic areas. Ultimately, they settled on what became known as “The
Big 5 of Reading”: (a) Phonemic Awareness, (b) Phonics, (c) Fluency, (d) Vocabulary,
and (e) Comprehension. This literature review focuses on comprehension.
Each topic and subtopic had a subgroup of panel members that contributed to the
report. Each subgroup created questions to guide their efforts. The comprehension
subgroup put forth the question, “Does comprehension strategy instruction improve
reading? If so, how is this instruction best provided?” (NRP, p. 1) To guide their
research, the NRP developed and implemented a set of rigorous research standards. These
standards guided the screening of research literature relevant to each topic area. This
screening process instructed each subgroup to conduct a search of the literature using
standard procedures, limiting the years covered in its searches based on recent years and
number of sources returned, and meeting the following criteria: (a) any study selected had
to focus directly on children’s reading development from preschool through 12th grade,
and (b) the study had to be published in English in a peer-reviewed journal.
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The NRP subgroup determined that a formal meta-analysis of text comprehension
instruction was not possible. Text comprehension studies identified used widely differing
sets of methodologies and implementations. Research studies that met every NRP criteria
were scarce. However, as much as possible, NRP criteria were used.
Analyses of the 203 studies on the instruction of text comprehension led to the
identification of 16 different kinds of practical procedures. Of the 16 types of instruction,
eight offered a firm scientific basis for concluding that they improve comprehension. The
eight kinds of instruction that appear to be effective and most promising for classroom
instruction are (in descending order based on number of studies reported):
•

multiple-strategy teaching

•

question generation

•

comprehension monitoring

•

summarization where the reader identifies and writes the main idea and
supporting details into a coherent whole

•

questions answering

•

story structure

•

graphic organizers

•

cooperative learning (NRP, 2000)
Summarizing was in the middle based on the number of studies reported by the

NRP (2000). It was chosen over other effective strategies for this study because it is an
area that needs more research with the specific population of middle school students with
an Individual Education Plan (IEP) receiving specialized instruction in reading. Research
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focusing on explicitly teaching summarization strategies such as paraphrasing, GIST, and
rule-governed strategies are the focus of this literature review.
Paraphrasing
Hagaman, Casey, and Reid (2016) investigated the effects of a specific
summarization strategy, the TRAP strategy (Think before reading, Read a paragraph, Ask
myself “What was the main idea and two details?” and Put it into my own words) on the
reading comprehension of seven middle school students identified as fluent readers who
had trouble with comprehension. TRAP is a paraphrasing strategy that was a
modification of the read a paragraph, ask myself, “What was the main idea and two
details?” and put it into my own words (RAP) strategy (Hagaman, et al.).
In the Hagaman et al. study, five 6th grade students and two 7th grade students
participated: four females and three males. Participants were identified by the school as
receiving Tier II services. Five students were identified as White and two were identified
as Hispanic. Students were required to read at a 4th-grade level to be in the study.
Two measures were used to assess reading comprehension: percentage of text
recalled and responses to short-answer questions. Each student was asked to read a 4th
grade Social Studies passage silently. After reading, each participant was asked to tell
everything he or she could remember about the passage. The retelling of the content was
scored with a retell checklist of important idea units in the passage. The number of main
idea statements in each passage ranged from five to six. The number of details included
ranged from 25 to 30. Participants were not required to recall the exact words in the
passage. Participants received credit for all correctly recalled main idea and detail units.
Two types of short-answer questions were developed for each passage, implicit and
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explicit. Ten passages had an equal number of implicit and explicit questions, and two
passages had two implicit and four explicit questions. After the participant read a passage
and completed the retell, the instructor would read each question aloud, and the
participant would respond orally. The instructor directly recorded student responses onto
a scoring sheet.
The Hagaman et al. study was conducted in the spring semester at a rural middle
school in the Midwest. There were 441 students enrolled in the school at the time of the
study. Of these students, 28% were minorities, 20% received special education services,
and 46% were identified as economically disadvantaged. All instruction took place in the
afternoon during the students’ regularly scheduled reading intervention period. This 1-hr
reading block included a functional reading curriculum focusing on elements of writing
(e.g., grammar, editing), analyzing text for meaning, and building vocabulary.
A multiple baseline design across groups with multiple probes given during
baseline was used in the Hagaman et al. study. Students were instructed in groups of two
to three. Before instruction, each participant’s performance was measured over time to
establish a baseline for typical reading comprehension abilities. A functional relation
between the independent variable and the participants’ progress was established if the
target behavior increased after completion of the strategy instruction and if the participant
who had not yet completed strategy instruction remained at or near pre-intervention
levels during baseline. Data were analyzed through visual inspection to examine stability,
level, and trend.
Instructors worked with small groups of participants during their regularly
scheduled reading intervention block two to three times per week for approximately 45

10
min. Instruction took place in small, quiet rooms free from distractions. It took
participants three to five sessions over two weeks to learn the TRAP strategy.
Hagaman et al. stated that the effects of strategy instruction on text recall were
pronounced and immediate for most participants. Each student’s retell level improved
immediately following strategy instruction. The effects of strategy instruction on shortanswer questions were not as pronounced as the effects found in percentage recall. There
are two possible explanations for this finding. First, the data for this measure were more
variable than for retells, which affected the effect size. The variability could be because
the researcher created the short-answer questions. Second, each set of six questions
included implicit questions that were not explicitly stated in the text (e.g., Why do you
think they called the 1920’s the “Roaring Twenties”?). These questions were difficult for
several students because they required students to draw their own conclusions or deduce
an answer based on information in text and their own opinions.
Paraphrasing requires the reader to identify the main idea and use their own words
to explain that main idea and to reduce the overall length of the text. Paraphrasing has
been recommended to be taught before or in conjunction with summarizing. The findings
from this research suggest that the TRAP strategy can be useful in improving the
comprehension of struggling middle-school readers (Hagaman et al., 2016).
GIST
Generating Interactions between Schemata and Text (GIST) formulated by
Cunningham (1982) is a teacher-directed small group strategy, with recommendations for
fading teacher-led instruction. Cunningham’s GIST procedure consists of six steps.
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1. Select paragraphs three to five sentences long at the appropriate reading level for
students.
2. Display the first sentence of paragraph one to students, along with 15 blanks on
the whiteboard or a place that can be easily seen and edited. Instruct students to
read the sentence so they can retell it in their own words using 15 words or fewer.
3. When students have finished reading, cover the sentence and say, “I asked you to
read the sentence so that you could retell it in 15 words or fewer. Who can start?”
(Cunningham, 1982, p. 42-43) The instructor will fill in one word per blank as the
students, working as a group, create and edit a statement until it is complete. If
students wish to see the original sentence again, show it, but they must create and
edit their statement from memory. Cunningham stated if students do give an exact
copy of the original sentence, not to worry about it. When the students feel their
statement is an accurate retelling of the original sentence, continue to the next
step. The instructor should enforce the 15 words or fewer rule but should not
evaluate the content of the statement. Last, students will compare their statement
with the original sentence; if the group is pleased with their statement, the
instructor should be as well.
4. Uncover the second sentence of the paragraph while still displaying the first
sentence. Erase the board and put a new set of 15 blanks. Tell the students to read
both sentences until they can retell them in 15 words or less using their own
words.
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5. When students have finished reading, cover the sentences and say, “I asked you to
read the sentence so that you could retell it in 15 words or fewer. Who can start?”
(Cunningham, 1982). Continue this step in the same manner as step three.
6. Repeat the procedure, adding one sentence at a time, until the students have
created a single statement of 15 words or fewer that they feel conveys the main
idea of the entire paragraph. Once the instructor feels students, as a group, are
proficient at creating GIST statements, sentence by sentence, reveal the entire
paragraph at once. When students, as a group, can create GIST statements from
the entire paragraph, have students individually create GIST statements.
Cunningham (1982) used the first 110 paragraphs from Specific Skill Series:
Drawing Conclusions, Book C, written by Richard Boning (1970). All paragraphs were at
an upper third-grade level with the goal of teaching students how to draw conclusions.
Four graduate students enrolled in a reading education class, who were trained to create
GIST statements, were asked to read the paragraphs and generate a 15 word or less GIST
statement of the paragraphs read.
From the four sets of 110 GIST statements, Cunningham and another reading
researcher selected the paragraphs that had at least three of the four GIST statements
significantly in agreement. Sixty-seven paragraphs were left. Cunningham continued to
create a single consensus GIST statement for each of the 67 paragraphs. A reading
researcher read Cunningham’s statements and eliminated seven more statements. The 40
paragraphs needed for the study were randomly selected from the final group of 60 and
were then randomly grouped into four sets of 10 paragraphs each.
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Cunningham’s research began with 121 fourth-grade students attending an
elementary in the Southeast. Those 121 fourth-graders completed a GIST recognition test
consisting of 10 paragraphs. Participants read a paragraph, turned the page, and selected a
statement out of five possible choices that best stated what the paragraph was about.
Following the GIST recognition test, participants’ ability to accurately and
quickly identify 30 pre-selected words from the first paragraph of the GIST recognition
assessment was assessed. Each word flashed for about .4 of a second; participants had
one to two seconds to identify the words.
Cunningham (1982) narrowed his participants from 121 to 28 based on the
assessment scores. Participants must have scored 86.7% or higher on the word
recognition assessment and between 20% and 80% on the GIST assessment. Twenty
percent was considered a chance score because it was too low, 80% was considered too
high because it did not leave enough room to demonstrate growth. The final 28
participants were randomly assigned to two groups, the GIST experimental group, and a
placebo group.
Ten paragraphs were used for the experimental and placebo groups. Cunningham
was the teacher for both groups. Participants were taught in a small classroom in groups
of 14 during nine, 25-min lessons over three weeks. The experimental group was taught
the GIST strategy. The control group was taught different strategies but given equal
access to the paragraphs and expected to complete as much writing, but with a focus on
individual word meaning.
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The effects of the GIST procedure group compared to the control group were
measured using two factors: ability to recognize GIST statements from detractors (pretest/post-test) and a GIST composing measure. The procedure group scored an average of
4.9 on the pretest with an increase to 6.3 on the posttest, compared to the placebo group
of 5.1 with an increase to 5.8. When asked to write a GIST statement, the procedure
group scored an average raw score of 33.7 compared to the placebo group that scored a
raw score of 27.9.
Cunningham (1982) states that the results of this study may not generalize to
other types of readers or other tests. Two conclusions were presented as a result of this
study. The first is that the GIST procedure can help a group of students identify GIST
statements from distractors, but it was not more significant than would be acquired from
the placebo strategy. Second, the GIST procedure can, in a short period of time, help
students write more accurate GIST statements than they could with only time spend on
composition. The effect of the GIST strategy was .7, demonstrating a large effect.
Rule Governed and GIST
Bean and Steenwhyk (1984) used two different direct instruction strategies for
teaching summarization in their study. The first was a rule-governed strategy that
provided students a way to discover a text main idea. The second was the GIST strategy.
Rule-governed summarization instruction teaches students six macro rules for
comprehension. These are (a) deleting unnecessary or trivial material; (b) deleting
material that is important, but redundant; (c) substituting a superordinate term for a list of
items; (d) substituting a superordinate term for components of an action; (e) selecting a
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topic sentence; and (f) when there is no topic sentence, inventing one (Bean &
Steenwhyk, 1982 p. 298).
Participants were sixty sixth-grade students in three classes in a suburban school
district in southern California. Their reading achievement scores on the Nelson Reading
Test (Nelson, 1962), a standardized test used to measure reading comprehension, were
not significantly different. Participants were assigned to one of three groups for
summarization instruction: (a) rule-governed, (b) Generating Interactions between
Schemata and Text or GIST, and (c) control. The control group received no direct
instruction and were told to find the main idea.
Each group met for 12 instructional periods of 25 to 30 minutes over five weeks.
The rule-governed group was taught one of the six rules per day using teacher modeling
and whole classwork. Once the students were proficient in each rule as a class, they used
the rule-governed strategy in small groups, and finally independently.
The GIST group used a similar direct instruction model as the rule-governed
group. Paragraphs were displayed one sentence at a time. Students composed 15-word
summaries, one sentence at a time until a 15-word summary of the paragraph was
created. Once the teacher judged the class proficient in the 15-word summaries, students
worked in small groups, and then independently (Bean & Steenwhyk,1984).
The control group students worked for the same amount of instructional time as
the other groups, but they were only told to write a summary by finding the main idea of
the paragraph. This group also followed the same whole-group, small group, and
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independent work model as the other two groups, but no explicit instruction was
provided.
Summarization skills were measured using an unfamiliar five-sentence paragraph
to be summarized in 15 or fewer words. Paragraph comprehension was measured using
Form B of the Nelson Reading Test (Nelson, 1962). The Nelson Reading Test had
questions that measured key elements of the reading process that should be improved
with summarization instruction.
Analysis of the 15-word summarization task showed a significant difference
between the three groups. The rule-governed group had a mean score of 17.21, GIST
group had a mean score of 15.63, and the control group had a mean score of 11.00.
Scores on the Nelson Reading Test showed a significant difference between the rulegoverned/GIST groups and the control group. The rule-governed group had a mean score
of 46.85, GIST group had a mean score of 42.26, and the control group had a mean score
of 35.65.
One-way analysis of change in summarization showed a significant difference
between the three groups on the 15-word summaries. Scheffé comparison of the means
demonstrated that both the rule-governed and GIST groups significantly outperformed
the control group; however, there was no significant difference between the rulegoverned and GIST groups.
Using a one-way ANOVA, scores on Form B of the Nelson Reading Test
(Nelson, 1962) paragraph comprehension were compared. There was a significant
difference between the three groups on this measure. A Scheffé comparison of the means
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showed that students in the rule-governed and GIST groups attained much higher reading
comprehension scores than their counterparts in the control group (Bean & Steenwhyk,
1984).
The results of this study extend the research that rule-governed and GIST
strategies are effective summarization strategies. Both strategies are taught using direct
instruction, which may further explain their effectiveness. Further research on whether
students can effectively summarize another text is needed. The use of more than one
criterion summarization task could shed light on this question (Bean & Steenwhyk,
1984).
Braxton and Dreher (2013) used social studies materials to teach summarization
strategies to fourth- and fifth-grade urban students eligible for Title I services. Like the
previous literature reviewed, Braxton and Dreher taught the rule-based and GIST
summarization strategies. They attempted to answer the following questions: Which
approach is more effective in improving expository text reading comprehension with
urban learners eligible for Title I services? and Which approach is more effective in
improving the summary writing of urban students eligible for Title I services?
Participants were fourth- and fifth-grade students at an urban Title I school of 286
students, in grades pre-kindergarten to five. The student population consisted of 96%
African American, 3% Caucasian, and 1% Hispanic, with 90% eligible for free lunch. All
fourth- and fifth graders at the school received either GIST or rule-based summarization
instruction. However, data analysis was completed on only the 64 participants who
returned parental consent and student assent.
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To assess participants’ reading comprehension, researchers administered a
Qualitative Reading Inventory-4 (QRI-4) (Leslie and Caldwell, 2006) before and after the
intervention. To measure participants’ summary writing skills, each participant
independently read an expository selection on social studies content and then wrote a
summary. Participants wrote a summary before and after the intervention. Summaries
were scored using a 5-point rubric with interrater reliability of 97%.
Participants received instruction in either the rule-based or GIST strategies for 15
lessons of 45 to 60 minutes. Each class had three lessons a week for five weeks. Both
approaches used the same structure, starting with three lessons of teacher modeling, then
three lessons of guided practice, partner work for three lessons, and finishing with the
independent practice for six lessons.
Comprehension scores, as measured using the QRI-4 for the fourth-grade
participants using the rule-based strategy increased from an average score of 2.26 to 4.96,
the GIST group scores showed an increase of 2.21 to 4.62. The fifth-grade rule-base
strategy group saw an average increase of 5.38 to 8.50, and the GIST group increase from
a 5.46 to an 8.15 average.
Summary writing assessments scores demonstrated an increase from 2.06 to 3.06
for the GIST fourth-grade group and 1.85 to 3.80 for the rule-based fourth-grade group.
The fifth-grade GIST group saw an increase of 2.54 to 3.77 and the rule-based fifth-grade
group saw an increase in average scores from 2.14 to 3.86.
Using multi-paragraph expository text found in the school curriculum, Braxton &
Dreher (2013) demonstrated that both strategies improved the quality of participants’
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written summaries and expository text comprehension. Overall, the rule-based strategy
showed more growth than the GIST strategy; however, growth was shown with both.
Teachers could use either strategy depending on their preferences, as this study
demonstrated students who do not read at grade level can successfully learn to summarize
and increase their expository reading skills using either strategy.
The above studies demonstrate that explicit instruction does work for teaching
reading comprehension strategies by increasing student achievement in reading
comprehension. Understanding how to improve reading comprehension results should be
the primary motivating reason for any future literacy research agenda (Snow, 2002, p. xi).
I want to explore a specific reading strategy and its impact on the reading comprehension
of middle school students.
Other studies reviewed that used the GIST strategy did not include students with
Specific Learning Disabilities. The students who participated in Bean & Steenwhyk
(1984) were sixth-grade students without an identified specific learning disability in
reading. My research will add to this knowledge base by determining if teaching the
GIST strategy to seventh- and eighth-grade students with Specific Learning Disabilities
who are at-risk due to low reading comprehension scores in reading is effective.
The purpose of this study was to research the effect of a specific, explicit
instruction strategy in summarization on reading comprehension skills in students with an
Individual Education Plan (IEP) receiving specially designed instruction in reading as
defined by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. The research question was: To
what extent will GIST explicit instruction in summarization increase reading
comprehension of expository text in seventh and eighth-grade students receiving specially
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designed instruction in reading comprehension as measured by (a) reading
comprehension assessment scores, and (b) written summaries?

21
CHAPTER III
METHOD
Participants
Participants included two 7th grade students and one 8th grade student, enrolled
in the researcher’s in-person Concepts of Explicit Reading course. To be included in the
study participants had to have a Lexile score between 650 and 850 according to their
latest Houghton Mifflin Harcourt Reading Inventory (RI) assessment (Reading Inventory
Assessment: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2017). The Lexile score between 650 and 850
was decided on because according to the Houghton Mifflin Harcourt RI Lexile score
report the end of year proficiency for a fourth grader should be between 740-940.
However, the proficiency bands overlap 80 to 90 points between grades. It was decided
that a 650 to 850 Lexile band would be a mid-year fourth grade level. Participants must
have returned signed parental consent and assent forms. Once signed parental consent
and assent forms were returned, the researcher accessed student IEP records, RI scores
and attendance records to determine eligibility for participation.
Several students returned a consent and assent form but were not included in the
study because their reading levels were not high enough to indicate that this intervention
would be helpful. Two participants were included in the study despite their Lexile scores
falling below the criteria, but it was determined that their scores were high enough that
the intervention could be helpful.
James was a White 13-year-old male, 7th grader whose primary home language
was English. James received special education services for Speech and Language
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Therapy and reading supports to support vocabulary acquisition. He scored a 693 Lexile
on his Fall RI assessment and attended school consistently.
Ben was a Hispanic 13-year-old male, 7th grader whose primary home language
was English. Ben received special education services for reading comprehension as a
student with a Specific Learning Disability. He scored a 648 Lexile on his Fall RI
assessment and had no attendance issues. While Ben did not qualify to participate in this
study based on the initial Lexile range, it was decided to include his data because he was
only two points away.
Lisa was a White 13-year-old female, 8th grader whose primary home language
was English. Lisa received special education services for reading basic skills as a student
with a Specific Learning Disability. She scored a 543 Lexile on her Fall RI assessment
and had no attendance issues. While Lisa did not qualify to participate in the study based
on the initial Lexile range, it was decided to include her data because she was going to
participate in the intervention regardless because she was a student in the researchers
reading class.
Settings
The study took place at a junior high school in the Western U.S. The school
served approximately 1,228 students in 7th and 8th grade. The school’s demographics
included 52% Caucasian, 38% Hispanic, 4% Pacific Islander, 3% African American, 2%
Asian, and 1% American Indian/Alaskan Native. Sixteen percent of its population was
being served in Special Education and 26% of the students were classified as English
Language Learners.
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In-person explicit instructional sessions took place during 1st period in the
researcher’s classroom. The instructional area was at the front of the room, to allow the
use of a SmartBoard. Student desks were arranged in single rows to accommodate
COVID-19 restrictions. However, all could see the SmartBoard and the researcher was
able to monitor student responses and work completion. Students had access to
Chromebooks which were used regularly in the school to utilize Google Documents,
Google Classroom, CANVAS (https://graniteschools.instructure.com), and other
instructional materials. All students enrolled in the researcher's 1st period class received
explicit instruction, but data collection occurred for only students with signed parental
consent forms.
Dependent Variable
Two dependent measures evaluated participants’ reading comprehension: (a)
written summaries, and (b) reading comprehension scores. The written summaries were
scored using a rubric that was adapted from prior research Table A.1., and reading
comprehension was measured by administering weekly assessments on easycbm.com.
Easycbm.com is a free Curriculum-Based Measurement tool available online that
provides teachers with generated narrative passages and comprehension questions.
EasyCBM.com items were a combination of explicit and implicit questions. Students
read 10 to 12 paragraphs and answer 20 comprehension questions. Easycbm.com data
was also used to assess generalization from expository passages to narrative passages.
When scoring the written summaries using the rubric for the area of main idea if
the participant was unable to identify it, they received a one. If the participant started to
identify the main idea, but did not effectively identify it, they received a two. A scored of
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three was given if the main idea was identified, but unnecessary information was added
and a four was earned when the main idea was identified, and no unnecessary
information was added.
If a written summary did not relate to the original text a score of one was given.
If the participant included three or more unrelated details, they received a two.
Participants earned a three if they included no more than two unrelated details. A four
was given if the participants only included related details.
In the rubric area of originality, a one was given if the participant copied their
entire response from the original text. If the summary was mostly copied, a two was
given, a three was given if the summary was mostly in the participant’s own words. If
the participant wrote the summary entirely in their own words a four was given.
Interscorer Agreement
Interscorer agreement was calculated on ratings of written summaries. The
summarization rubric and researcher-created examples were used for training purposes.
The researcher trained two scorers using the rubric and researcher-created examples.
First, scorers were asked to score researcher-created examples to create a starting point.
Next, the researcher modeled scoring by explaining with a “think aloud” how the
researcher scored an example. After modeling the scoring practice, the researcher
implemented guided practice with both scorers until an interscorer agreement of 85% was
achieved. Interscorer agreement was calculated by dividing the agreements by the total
number of agreements plus disagreements and multiplying by 100 to report a percent.
Training continued until a minimal acceptable interscorer agreement rate of 85% was
reached.
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There were three scorers for each summary written. One scorer was the
researcher, the second was a second-year English teacher who taught seventh grade
English and mixed grade ESL classes. The third scorer was a Special Education teacher
who was in their first year teaching Special Education English classes.
Independent Variable
The independent variable was the researcher-led explicit instruction in the
summarization strategy, GIST. Lessons used the explicit instruction model of teaching
utilizing modeling, guided practice, and independent practice with feedback from the
researcher. During the treatment phase of the study, the researcher taught participants to
create a summary of an expository text using the GIST method.
Experimental Design
In this study, an A-B single subject design with a maintenance probe (Kazdin,
2011) was used to answer the research questions. This design allowed the researcher to
determine if there was an association between the introduction of the independent
variable and a change in the dependent variable. The conditions were as
follows: baseline, instruction, and follow-up.
Procedures
Baseline
Students were given one high-interest low reading level science passage. The
passage was at a 4th-grade reading level, between 115 and 130 words, with three
paragraphs. Baseline was collected as follows: After reading the passage students were
instructed to write a summary of not more than 20 words per paragraph of what they read
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in the passage. They received no further instructions. Using easyCBM.com, students
were assigned two 4th-grade level reading comprehension assessments over two sessions.
The easyCBM.com scores were averaged to assess reading comprehension skills prior to
treatment.
Intervention
The researcher conducted instruction (treatment) sessions every Monday,
Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday for 40 min per session across 12 sessions. Sessions
one and two were teacher modeling how to create a GIST paragraph. Sessions three
through eight included guided practice. The researcher continued explicit instruction on
the GIST method but guided students through the process. Sessions nine through 12 were
independent practice.
Entire paragraphs were presented at once instead of one sentence at a time. This
was done because the students in this study are older and were able to better process an
entire paragraph than one sentence at a time. Students were also asked to create GIST
statements that were 15-20 words per paragraph instead of strictly 15 words per
paragraph. This was done to allow students flexibility in creating GIST statements.
Feedback was provided to students daily. If a student received twos or ones in the areas
of main idea, detail, or originality according to the rubric, during sessions six through
eight one-on-one guided practice was implemented. Sessions nine through 11 were
independent practice days with feedback provided. Session 12 was an independent
practice day with no feedback provided to collect post-treatment scores. Following
Christmas Break, 21 days days after the last session, students were given a social studies
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passage and given instructions to write a GIST summary to determine if students retained
their summary writing skills.
Teacher Modeling
The researcher displayed a PowerPoint presentation (See Appendix D) to
introduce summarizing and explain why it is an important skill for readers to have. The
researcher then displayed Figure B.1.to define the steps of creating a GIST statement.
Figure B.1.was used throughout instruction to remind students of the steps. A threeparagraph (115 to 120-word) passage from a high-low science text, targeted to middle
school students with a 4th-grade level readability was used. The researcher presented the
first paragraph to students, with 20 blanks beneath. The researcher read the first
paragraph aloud, while students followed along. This was done to gain familiarity with
the paragraph. Following the initial reading of the paragraph, the researcher read the
paragraph a second time, one sentence at a time, using the 'think aloud' strategy by
speaking thoughts out loud to show students how a good reader interacts with a text. For
example, “I think this sentence is important, because it tells me what the topic of the
paragraph is”. After highlighting important main ideas and key details, the researcher
demonstrated how to take those ideas and condense them into a sentence of no more than
20 words. This process was repeated for the remaining paragraphs. Once all paragraphs
had GIST sentences the researcher demonstrated how to connect the sentences into a
smooth paragraph. Figure B.1.was referenced as needed.
Guided Practice
The researcher used an online interactive program, Nearpod (nearpod.com) to
display a 115 to 120-word, three-paragraph passage from a science text on the overhead
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and on student Chromebooks. To gain familiarity with the passage, the researcher read
the passage aloud, while students followed along. Following the initial reading of the
passage, the researcher displayed only the first paragraph on the overhead and on student
Chromebooks. The researcher read one sentence at a time and had students identify
keywords or ideas by sharing their ideas on a shared slide in Nearpod. This was done
because this group of students were resistant to speaking in class because of face masks.
The Nearpod allowed students to participate anonymously. As students submitted their
ideas, the researcher discussed each idea, and if was a good keyword/ idea or not. Next,
the researcher guided the students to take the keywords or concepts and condense them
into 20 words maximum sentence. This was done using a shared slide in Nearpod, with
students submitting ideas and the researcher providing feedback on each idea as it was
submitted. This was repeated for all remaining paragraphs. Once all sections had GIST
sentences, students connected the sentences into a paragraph.
Independent Practice
The researcher reminded students of the GIST steps and provide a copy of a
science passage, Figure B.1., and Chromebooks. Students wrote summaries
independently using their Chromebooks that they used regularly. The researcher provided
feedback on their written summaries the following day before the next lesson to allow
students to incorporate the feedback into their next written summary. Students were
monitored and guided as needed. To monitor participants the researcher walked around
the room and noted if they were actively working on their summaries. If it appeared that a
student was not working, the researcher would kneel near their desk and check in with
them. The researcher would read the paragraph with the student again or ask the
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participant what they think is the most important part of the paragraph. If students scored
twos or ones, the researcher provided one-on-one guided practice.
If a student needed one-on-one guided practice after independently writing
summaries, the researcher would sit next to the participants with a copy of the written
summary, rubric, and original passage. The researcher would show the participant their
rubric and would tell the participant why they received the score they did and have the
participant verbally walk through how to get a three or four in the area of focus. After
which the research would guide the participant in verbally re-writing the summary. The
area of focus for the researcher was the area of the rubric that the participant received a
two or a one in.
Follow-Up
The researcher instructed students to write an additional independent summary
using a social studies passage on the 21st day after the last session. This was done to
determine if students retained their summary writing skills and if they could write an
adequate GIST summary on a passage from a different content area. Table A.2.shows an
outline for all sessions.
Fidelity
To evaluate if the independent variable was delivered with fidelity, a checklist
was completed by a colleague of the researcher (see fidelity checklist in Appendix C).
Unannounced observations occurred teacher modeling and guided practice sessions. The
observers checked off the steps listed on the fidelity checklist as they were completed.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Summarization
Each paragraph was scored in three areas: main idea, detail, and originality. Main
idea assessed participants’ ability to determine the main idea of the passage, detail
assessed participants’ ability to determine key details and stay on topic. Originality
assessed participants’ ability to summarize the text in their own words. Each area
assessed was scored out of four with a possible total score of 12.
If the participant did not identify the main idea, they received a one; when the
main idea was partially identified, they received a two. Identifying the main idea but
adding unnecessary information to the main idea received a score of three. A four was
given if the participant was able to identify the main idea and include only relevant
information.
A participant response that did not relate to the original text received a score of
one in detail. If the participant included three or more unrelated details, they scored a
two. A score of three was given if the participant included two unrelated details. A four
was given if the participant only included related details.
A participant was given a one in originality if they copied their entire response
from the original text. If the participants' summary was mainly copied from the original
text, they received a two. If the participant could write their summary mostly in their own
words, they received a three. A summary written entirely in the participants’ own words a
four was given.
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Overall
Table A.3. presents the overall GIST scores for each summary paragraph
(baseline, independent practice, and follow up.) Figure B.2. presents graphs of each
participant’s scores. Baseline data were collected for all participants. Ben and James each
scored a total of six points, and Lisa scored eight points, out of a total of 12 possible
points. There were three independent paragraphs scored. Ben and Lisa both received their
highest score of all measurements on the first independent practice paragraph. Lisa
scored a nine and Ben scored an eight. James dropped below his baseline level with a
total score of 5 for his first scored independent practice paragraph. The second scored
independent practice saw all participants return to baseline levels; Ben with a six, Lisa
with an eight and James with a six. Ben was absent for independent practice three, so
there is no score available for him. Lisa maintained her baseline score of six while James
dropped to his lowest score of four. The final scored independent practice paragraph was
a median score for Ben at a seven. Lisa’s final independent practice paragraph received
her lowest score at seven, and James received his highest score with an eight. The followup scores were above or at baseline levels for all participants. Ben was above baseline at
eight, Lisa maintained her baseline score at eight, and James was also above baseline at
eight.
Main Idea
Figure B.3. shows the main idea scores for each participant’s paragraphs. Ben’s
baseline score was a two, his first independent practice paragraph was a three. For
independent practice number two, Ben dropped back to baseline level, which was a two.
Ben was absent the day independent practice number three was administered so there was
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no data to report. However, Ben was able to maintain baseline levels with his fourth and
final independent practice with a score of two. For the follow up independent practice,
given 21 days after the last independent practice, Ben scored a three.
Lisa scored a three on her baseline assessment, she maintained her baseline level
through independent practice one and two, however she dropped to a two for independent
practice three. Her final independent practice, she scored a three. Lisa dropped to below
baseline levels to a two on her follow up summary.
James scored a two on his baseline summary. He was scored a two for each of his
independent practice paragraphs. He scored a three on his follow up assessment.
Details
Graphs of each participant’s details scores are shown in Figure B.4. Before
treatment began Ben scored a two. For independent practice one and two Ben increased
his score to a three. There is no data available for independent practice three because Ben
was absent. He scored a three on independent practice four and the follow up summary.
Lisa scored a three for details in her baseline assessment. Her first independent
practice score was a three. Despite her second independent practice score dropping back
to baseline level, her scores for independent practice three and four were both three.
Lisa’s follow up paragraph scored a two.
James’ data for details had the most variability. His baseline was a two, but he
scored a three for his first independent practice. Independent practice two saw him drop
back to baseline levels. Independent practice three had him drop even further to a one.
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Independent practice four James scored a four the highest score. However, 21 days later
for the follow up assessment James scored a three, higher than his baseline score.
Originality
Figure B.5. details how the participants scored in originality. Originality was
assessing the student’s ability to use their own words when summarizing the original text.
Ben’s baseline was a two. Ben’s independent practice one was scored at a two while
independent practice two dropped to a one. There was no score for independent practice
three, because he was absent that day. Independent practice four returned to baseline
levels of a two and his follow up score was a two which maintained baseline levels.
Lisa’s baseline score for originality was a two. Independent practice one was
scored at a three. Lisa maintained a score of three over the next two scored independent
practices paragraphs. On independent practice four Lisa dropped to a two which was her
baseline level. Lisa was unable to keep her progress on originality her follow up score
was a one.
James’ baseline score for originality was a two. James continued to score a two
for independent practice one and two. James decreased to a one for independent practice
three but went back up to a two for the final independent practice summary. He
maintained his baseline score of a two for the follow up assessment.
Interscorer Agreement
Interscorer Agreement (ISA) was calculated by comparing the scores of the
researcher and scorer one, researcher and scorer two, scorer two and scorer three (Glen,
2016). Each set of date had the number of agreements divided by the number of
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agreements plus disagreements and multiplying by 100. (Agreements (3+3+3)/
Agreements + Disagreements (3+0)+(3+1)+(3+1) = 9/11 = .81 x 100 = 81%) The
researcher calculated ISA for the overall GIST score each participant’s baseline,
independent, and follow-up summaries, see Table A.4. ISA data was collected on all
areas of the rubric.
The average ISA for baseline summaries was 91%, independent practice one was
89%, independent practice two was 94%. Independent practice three had an average ISA
of 98% and independent practice four had an average of 100%, while the ISA for the
follow up summaries was 71%. The mean of the ISA scores was 90.5 while the range was
29.
Fidelity Checklist
Independent observers rated one teacher modeling and one guided practice
session to ensure that the GIST steps were each addressed by the researcher. The first
observation was completed during a teacher modeling session. During which 13 steps
should have been completed, but only 12 were completed, leaving that session with 93%
fidelity. The researcher forgot to review the GIST steps for the summary created. The
second observations was completed during a guided practice session. Eleven steps should
have been completed and 11 steps were observed, creating a fidelity score of 100%.
Comprehension
Each participant took two reading comprehension assessments on a 4th-grade level
that were averaged to calculate a baseline score. This was done to take in consideration
that a student may have external circumstances causing an artificially low score one day,
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but not the next. Once treatment began, each participant took two additional reading
comprehension assessments: one after sessions four and eight. After session 12, a post
assessment of two EasyCBM assessments were given, to create an average. Table A.5.
shows the breakdown of each score.
Ben completed both baseline EasyCBM assessments with an average of 50%. He
was absent for assessment number one, resulting in a missing data point. Assessment
number two he scored a 65% and assessment three he scored a 60%. Ben was not able to
complete both final EasyCBM assessments. He completed the first, but was absent for
the second, resulting in another missing data point. completed final one in the time given
but was absent the next day and was unable to complete second final to give an accurate
average.
Lisa completed baseline one with a score of 65%, however she was unable to
finish the second baseline because she was called out of class to participate in a school
activity. For assessment one, Lisa scored a 65% and on assessment two she also scored a
65%. Lisa was absent for the post EasyCBM assessments.
James completed all EasyCBM assessments. His baseline scores were 65% and
30% which averaged to 48%. From there his score went up to 60% for assessment one.
Assessment two dropped to a 35% but came back up to and average of 63% for the final
two assessments.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
This intervention has been conducted with positive results with students in the
upper elementary grades that were classified as at-risk readers. The researcher wanted to
see if this intervention would work with students receiving special education services for
reading disabilities at the middle-school level, an area of research that has been largely
ignored. The researcher focused on summarization for this study because according to the
NRP, it was identified as one of eight types of instructions that offered proof of
comprehension growth; however, it is not the most studied type of instruction. A
summarization strategy using direct instruction was chosen for this study because
according to Snow (2002) teachers must continue explicitly teaching reading
comprehension strategies after elementary and through high school.
Looking at the overall rubric scores of the three participants, it is difficult to
determine if this intervention resulted in a positive outcome for all participants. To see
growth, it was necessary to look at the individual areas of the rubric. Ben and James
made progress in main idea and details. Lisa was already performing well in those areas
and maintained her scores throughout. At the end of this study, Ben and James were
better able to identify the main idea and details needed for a summary.
This study was implemented during the COVID-19 global pandemic. Permission
to continue the study was granted because the school where it was completed offered the
option of in person learning. However, COVID-19 mandates did present limitations to
this study. A K-12 face mask mandate was implemented in the state where this study took
place. All persons were required to wear a face mask covering the nose and mouth when

38
on the school campus. Face masks made it difficult for the researcher to hear participants
at times, which led to an unwillingness from participants to verbally participate. The face
masks also made it difficult for the researcher to build a rapport with the participants,
which could have also caused an unwillingness for participants to participate.
COVID-19 social distancing mandates prevented allowing participants to sit next
to each other; thus, partner practice was eliminated from the study. Originally there was
to be five sessions of partner practice. Eliminating the partner practice took away five
opportunities for the participants to practice and receive peer feedback. This could have
negatively impacted the results of the study.
Participants had to have good attendance to participate in the study. Ben was
marked absent five times throughout the study missing one guided practice session and
two independent practice sessions. By missing a guided practice session, Ben missed an
important opportunity to learn and practice the GIST strategy. He also missed two
opportunities to independently write a GIST summary and receive feedback. Missing
these sessions, could have negatively impacted Ben’s ability to effectively write a GIST
summary. Ben also missed one EasyCBM data collection day and one summarization
writing data collection day. Missing these days resulted in missing data for Ben. Lisa was
not marked absent during the study but was released from class for school activities for
the last two days of the study, resulting in zero data collection for her last EasyCBM
assessments. James was marked in attendance each day of the study and participated in
each day of the study. The absences and incomplete assessments made it difficult to
collect data consistently.
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Limitations
The researcher was limited in the number of participants to choose from. The
researcher only had five parent consent and student assent forms returned. This severely
limited the odds of the research getting enough participants that fit in the parameters set,
the parameters had to loosened slightly to allow the study to move forward.
The rubric that was adapted for this study did not have enough levels. The rubric
only assessed three areas on a scale of one to four. This made it difficult to determine
how much growth occurred over the course of the study.
Future Research
Future research should be done on reading comprehension and middle school
students with special education services in reading. If additional research is done utilizing
the GIST strategy, the researcher could start with expository text that is more familiar to
students like local history and move through the treatment to more difficult text, like
science. This would allow additional scaffolding to be provided for students.
An additional level of scaffolding would be to present paragraphs one sentence at
a time. In previously reviewed articles, passages were presented one sentence at a time.
I presented whole paragraphs at a time because my participants were older, and I thought
they would be able to handle having an entire paragraph at once. In future research, I
would scaffold it by doing it sentence by sentence, until the data supports moving to
whole paragraphs. The data to support moving to whole paragraphs might look like
students are scoring 3’s or higher in main idea, details, and originality.
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In the future this study should be done with more than one special education
reading class. This would allow a larger group of potential participants. A larger group of
participants to select from would allow the researcher the opportunity to make sure each
student falls within the parameters set to be a participant. A larger group of participants
would also allow the researcher to disqualify anyone that is involved in extracurricular
activities that may cause them to miss a session.
If I was able to run this study again in the future, I would not be the teacher. I
would train another teacher and have them teach the GIST strategy. Doing this would
allow me to add addition data collection points, such as participation data, how much
time the teacher spent in working in small groups or one-on-one with student and how
that impacted the next written summary.
Firmer guidelines on who can and cannot participate should be set. Guidelines
such as scoring a three or higher in any area of the baseline should disqualify a
participant. If the participant can already score a three, they have demonstrated their
ability to do the task set forth in the rubric, and there is limited room for growth.
Lisa is an example of why firmer guidelines would be beneficial. She had the
lowest initial Lexile scores, but a higher performance in the study. This could be
attributed to Lisa’s participation. She was the most attentive during the modeling phase.
During the guided practice phase, she had the most participation. She consistently
answered questions and gave appropriate responses. In future studies, it would be
appropriate to add a participation measure. This could help answer the question of
variability in expected scores.
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While Lisa had a higher performance overall in the study, her follow up scores
plummeted back to baseline scores. A potential reason for this is outside factors. The
follow up assessments were completed in the days following Christmas break, it is
possible that Lisa was still in a vacation mindset and was not at her most motivated to do
well.
Conclusion
Reading comprehension is an important skill for all students to have and there is a
lot of research about reading comprehension. However, most of it is targeted to
elementary schools. There is limited research involving students in the secondary setting
and even fewer involving students in the secondary setting receiving special education
services. It was the purpose of this study to add to that research. Further research should
be done with this critical age group to add to the knowledge base of comprehension
strategies.
Despite this being a small study conducted in a single classroom, it adds to the limited
literacy research with 12-to-14-year-old students receiving special education services.
Previous research into the GIST strategies had been done with students in the upper
elementary levels with at-risk readers. This is the first one using students in middle
school with students being served in a Special Education classroom. This research adds to
the literature supporting the idea that more research is needed on how students learn
reading comprehension skills and which reading strategies will increase those skills
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Table A.1.
Rubric for Written Summaries

Main Ideas

4
The student
clearly
identifies the
main idea(s).

Details

The student
includes only
related details.

Originality

Summary is
stated in
student’s own
words.

3
The student
identifies the
main idea(s)
but adds
unnecessary
information.
The student
includes up to
two unrelated
details.
Summary is
mostly in
student’s own
words.

2
The student
partially
identifies the
main idea(s).

1
Student does
not identify the
main idea(s).

The student
includes three
or more
unrelated
details.
Summary is
mostly copied
from the
original text.

Student
response does
not relate to
the text.

Student
response is
copied from
the original
text.
Adapted from: Braxton & Dreher, 2009.
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Table A.2.
Outline of Study
Pre-Treatment/Baseline
Session One
Students read a science
passage and were given
instructions to write a
summary of what they
read, no longer than 20
words per paragraph, with
no further instructions.

Session Two
easyCBM.com assessment
number one

Session Three
easyCBM.com assessment number
two

Treatment
Session One
Teacher
Modeling

Session Two
Teacher
Modeling

Session Three
Guided Practice

Session Four
Assessments
Guided Practice easyCBM
assessment after
session four

Session Five
Session Six
Session Seven
Guided Practice Guided Practice Guided Practice

Session Eight
Assessments
Guided Practice easyCBM
assessment after
session eight

Session Nine
Independent
Practice

Session 12
Independent
Practice

Session 10
Independent
Practice

Session 11
Independent
Practice

Assessments
Two easyCBM
assessment given
after session 12

Follow Up:
21 days following last session
Students were given a social studies passage and instructions to write a GIST summary with
no further instructions.
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Table A.3.
GIST Paragraph Scores
Baseline
Participant Main Idea
(out of 4)
Ben
Lisa
James
Independent Practice 1
Participant Main Idea
(out of 4)
Ben
Lisa
James
Independent Practice 2
Participant Main Idea
(out of 4)
Ben
Lisa
James
Independent Practice 3
Participant Main Idea
(out of 4)
Ben
No response
Lisa
James

Detail
(out of 4)
2
3
2

2
3
2

Detail
(out of 4)
3
3
2

Originality
(out of 4)

Detail
(out of 4)
2
3
2

Originality
(out of 4)

Detail
(out of 4)
No response

3
2
3

7

1
3
2

3
1

3
1

3
3
4

6
8
6

Total
(out of 12)

Originality
(out of 4)

8
4

Total
(out of 12)
2
2
2

Originality
(out of 4)
3
2
3

8
8

Total
(out of 12)

Originality
(out of 4)
No response

Detail
(out of 4)

6
8
6

Total
(out of 12)
2
3
2

3
2
2

2
2

Total
(out of 12)
2
2
2

3
3
3

Final Independent Practice
Participant Main Idea
Detail
(out of 4)
(out of 4)
Ben
2
Lisa
3
James
2
Follow Up
Participant Main Idea
(out of 4)
Ben
Lisa
James

Originality
(out of 4)

7
8
8

Total
(out of 12)
2
1
2

8
5
8
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Table A.4.
Interscorer Agreements
Baseline
Main Idea
Ben
Lisa
James

Researcher
2
3
2

Scorer 1
2
3
2

Scorer 2
3
3
2
Average:

ISA
75%
100%
100%
92%

Details
Ben
Lisa
James

Researcher
2
3
2

Scorer 1
2
3
2

Scorer 2
2
3
3
Average:

ISA
100%
100%
75%
92%

Originality
Ben
Lisa
James

Researcher
2
2
2

Scorer 1
2
2
2

Scorer 2
2
2
3
Average:

ISA
100%
100%
75%
92%

Independent Practice 1
Main Idea Researcher
Ben
3
Lisa
3
James
2

Scorer 1
3
3
2

Scorer 2
3
4
2
Average:

ISA
100%
81%
100%
94%

Details
Ben
Lisa
James

Researcher
3
3
3

Scorer 1
3
3
3

Scorer 2
4
3
3
Average:

ISA
81%
100%
100%
94%

Originality
Ben
Lisa
James

Researcher
2
3
2

Scorer 1
3
3
2

Scorer 2
3
4
2
Average:

ISA
78%
81%
100%
86%

Independent Practice 2
Main Idea Researcher
Ben
2
Lisa
3
James
2

Scorer 1
2
3
2

Scorer 2
2
3
2

ISA
100%
100%
100%
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Average: 100%
Details
Ben
Lisa
James

Researcher
3
2
2

Scorer 1
3
1
2

Scorer 2
3
2
2
Average:

ISA
100%
67%
100%
89%

Originality Researcher
Ben
1
Lisa
3
James
2
Independent Practice 3
Main Idea Researcher
Ben
Lisa
2
James
2

Scorer 1
1
3
2

Scorer 2
2
3
2

ISA
60%
100%
100%

Details
Ben
Lisa
James

Scorer 1 Scorer 2 ISA
2
2

2
100%
2
100%
Average: 100%

Researcher Scorer 1 Scorer 2 ISA
3
1

3
1

4
82%
1
100%
Average: 91%

Originality Researcher Scorer 1 Scorer 2
Ben
Lisa
3
3
3
James
1
1
1
Average:
Independent Practice 4
Main Idea Researcher Scorer 1 Scorer 2
Ben
2
2
2
Lisa
3
3
3
James
2
2
2
Average

ISA

Details
Ben
Lisa
James

ISA
100%
100%
100%
100%

Researcher
3
3
4

Scorer 1
3
3
4

Scorer 2
3
3
4
Average:

100%
100%
100%
ISA
100%
100%
100%
100%

Originality Researcher Scorer 1 Scorer 2 ISA
Ben
2
2
2
100%
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Lisa
James

2
2

2
2

2
100%
2
100%
Average: 100%

Follow Up
Main Idea
Ben
Lisa
James

Researcher
3
2
3

Scorer 1
3
2
1

Scorer 2
3
3
3
Average:

ISA
100%
75%
56%
77%

Details
Ben
Lisa
James

Researcher
3
2
3

Scorer 1
3
2
1

Scorer 2
3
4
3
Average:

ISA
100%
60%
56%
72%

Originality
Ben
Lisa
James

Researcher
2
1
2

Scorer 1
2
1
1

Scorer 2
2
3
3
Average:

ISA
100%
43%
50%
64%

51
Table A.5.
EasyCBM Scores
Participant

Baseline 1

Baseline 2

Average

Ben

45%

55%

50%

Lisa

65%

absent

NA

James

65%

30%

48%

Assessment 1

Assessment 2

Assessment 3

Ben

absent

65%

60%

Lisa

65%

65%

60%

James

60%

35%

55%

Final 1

Final 2

Average

Ben

55%

absent

NA

Lisa

absent

absent

NA

50%

75%

63%

James
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Figure B.1.
GIST Steps to Display

Gist means “essence” or “the main point.”
1. Read the first paragraph to become familiar with it.
2. Read the first paragraph again, one sentence at a time, to identify the key words or

ideas.
3. Take those key words or ideas and create a 20-word (or less) sentence or two for
each paragraph.
4. Repeat for each paragraph as needed.
Adapted
from: Braxton
& Drehe,
2009
5. Connect
sentences
into
a smooth

paragraph.

Remember:
1. Only one or two sentences per paragraph. No more than 20 words.
2. Capture the gist of the selection, not all the details.
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Figure B.2.
Overall Scores of Independent Practice Paragraphs
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Figure B.3.
Main Idea Scores
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Figure B.4.
Details Scores
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Figure B.5.
Originality Scores
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Fidelity Checklist
Date: ______________________________
_______________________
Time
started: _________

Time
ended: _________

Completed by:

# of Steps
Done

Total # of
Steps

% Fidelity

Treatment – Teacher Modeling

Lesson Step
1) Purpose for GIST strategy is given.
2) GIST Steps are posted and reviewed
3) Three-paragraph science passage is displayed with 20 blanks
beneath.
4) Passage is read aloud by teacher, while students follow along.
5) Teacher will re-read paragraph one a second time, one sentence
at a time.
6) Teacher uses the ‘think aloud” strategy to highlight important
main ideas and key details.
7) Demonstrate how to condense highlighted information into a
20-word maximum sentence.
8) Teacher will re-read paragraph two a second time, one sentence
at a time.
9) Teacher uses the ‘think aloud” strategy to highlight important
main ideas and key details.
10) Demonstrate how to condense highlighted information into a
20-word maximum sentence.
11) Teacher will re-read paragraph three a second time, one
sentence at a time.
12) Teacher uses the ‘think aloud” strategy to highlight important
main ideas and key details.
13) Demonstrate how to condense highlighted information into a
20-word maximum sentence.
14) Demonstrate how to connect the previously created sentences
into a smooth paragraph.
15) Review the GIST steps to the GIST created.
16) Lesson completed.

Yes

No

NA
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